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HEANEY, Circuit Judge.

Sam McDonald appeals the fifteen-month sentence he received following his
guilty plea to manufacturing counterfeit currency in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 471.
McDonald arguesthat the district court* erred in denying his motion for adownward
departure. We affirm.

The Honorable Mark W. Bennett, Chief Judge, United States District Court
for the Northern District of lowa.



On July 18, 2001, McDonald and co-defendants Mary Vandivier and Kristina
Taylor werecharged with several counterfeiting violations. McDonald wasarraigned
on August 9, 2001, and on September 26, 2001, he entered a guilty plea to
manufacturing counterfeit currency. Prior to sentencing, McDonald gave notice of
his intention to file a request for a downward departure under United States
Sentencing Commission, Guidelines Manual (USSG) § 5K2.0. The district court
found it had no authority to grant McDonald’ s request absent a government motion,
and sentenced M cDonal d to serve fifteen months of imprisonment and three years of
supervised release, and pay $900.00 in restitution. McDonald asserts that he was
entitled to a downward departure because at the time of his arrest he disclosed
information that led to the arrest and prosecution of Vandivier and Taylor.?

Wereview thedistrict court’ sapplication of the sentencing guidelinesdenovo.
United States v. Hetherington, 256 F.3d 788, 796 (8th Cir. 2001). Under § 5K2.0, a
departure may be granted where “there exists an aggravating or mitigating
circumstance of akind, or to adegree, not adequately taken into consideration by the
Sentencing Commission in formulating theguidelines. . ..” USSG § 5K2.0 (quoting
18 U.S.C. §3553(b) (2000)). The Sentencing Commission, however, hasconsidered
departures based on a defendant’s assistance to the government and has provided
USSG §5K 1.1 asameansfor implementing such departures. United States. v. Baker,
4 F.3d 622, 624 (8th Cir. 1993).

Absent a motion by the government pursuant to 8§ 5K1.1, “a district court
generally lacks the authority to grant a downward departure based on a defendant’s

When McDonald was arrested, he admitted that he produced counterfeit
money, and that he gave several counterfeit bills to Vandivier. The police then
interviewed Vandivier, who admitted that she and Taylor passed the bills at several
businesses. Because of McDonald’'s admission, the district court granted him a
reduction of two levelsfor acceptance of responsibility, pursuant to USSG § 3E1.1,
at the time of sentencing.
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substantial assistance.” United Statesv. Wolf, 270 F.3d 1188, 1190 (8th Cir. 2001)
(citations omitted); United States v. Aslakson, 982 F.2d 283, 284 (8th Cir. 1992)
(“ Cooperationwith prosecutorssimply cannot be sufficiently extraordinary to warrant
adeparture under 8 5K 2.0 absent agovernment motion under 8 5K1.1”). “[T]heonly
timethedistrict court hasthe authority to depart for such cooperation. . . iswhen ‘the
defendant makesa ' substantial threshold showing’ of prosecutorial discrimination or
irrational conduct.”” Aslakson, 982 F.2d at 284-85 (citationsomitted). Inthepresent
case, McDonad' sstatementsto authoritiesconstituted * assistanceintheinvestigation
or prosecution of another person who hascommitted an offense,” USSG §5K 1.1, yet
McDonald hasfailed to demonstrate that the prosecution acted in adiscriminatory or
irrational manner whenit refused to fileasubstantial assistancemotion. Accordingly,
McDonald was not entitled to a downward departure. The judgment of the district
court is affirmed.
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